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AT&T REPLY TO OPPOSITIONS TO ITS PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Pursuant to Section 1.429 of the Commission's Rules,

47 C.F.R. § 1.429, and its Public Notice, FCC Report No. 2212,

published in the Federal Register on August 1, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg.

41386), AT&T Corp. ("AT&T") hereby replies to other parties'

oppositions to its petition for reconsideration of the May 8,

1997 Universal Send ce Order1 which asked the Commission to adopt

a mandatory end user surcharge as the recovery mechanism for

universal service support. By separate pleading filed today,

AT&T replies to other parties' oppositions to its petition for

reconsideration of the May 16, 1997 Access Reform Order. 2

1 Federal-State Joint Board aD Universal Service, CC Docket No.
96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157, released May 8, 1997, and
published in the Federal Register on June 17, 1997 (62 Fed.
Reg. 32862), pets for review pending sub nom Texas 0)fice of
Public Utility Counsel v FCC, Nos. 97-60421 et ai. (5 t Cir.)
("Universal Service Order"), .id...., Order on Reconsideration,
FCC 97-246, released July 10, 1997; Second Order on
Reconsideration, FCC 97-253, released July 18, 1997. Unless
another Order is specifically referenced, all paragraph
citations herein are to the Universal Service Order.
Appendix A lists the parties filing oppositions to, or
comments on, the petitions for reconsideration and the
abbreviations used to identify them herein.

2 Access Charge Reform, CC Docket Nos. 96-262, 94-1, 91-213, 95­
72, First Report and Order, FCC 97-158, released May 16, 1997,
and published in the Federal Register on June 11, 1997
(62 Fed. Reg. 31868) pets. for review pending sub nom.

(footnote continued on following page)
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Preliminarily, AT&T could not agree more with

AirTouch's observation (at 11) that, as the Commission is well

aware, "universal service subsidies will be paid not by carriers

but by consumers in the form of higher prices." In 1998 alone,

the new universal service program can exceed $4.6 billion.

Accordingly, any pleas for additional subsidies must be balanced

against upward pressure on pricing. Id. Moreover, as AT&T

showed (at 2-8), the Commission's decision to limit federal

funding for high cost support, given that only interstate

revenues would be assessed for the high cost program, was

reasonable. Absent expansion of the assessment and recovery

mechanisms to include intrastate revenues, there should be no

increase in the size of the federal universal service fund

("USF"). see. TW Comm at 10-11.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT A MANDATORY END USER SURCHARGE ON
ALL INTERSTATE RETAIL TELECOMMDNICATIONS REVENUES AS

THE RECOVERY MECHANISM FOR UNIVERSAL SERVICE SUPPORT.

Section 254(b) (4) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

requires that all telecommunications service providers make an

equitable and nondiscriminatory contribution to universal service

support. 3 As AT&T showed in its Petition (at 1-7) and Opposition

(footnote continued from previous page)

Smltbwestern Be]] Te] Co V FCC, Nos. 97-2618 et al. (8 th

Cir.) (lIAccess RefOrm Order ll ), .id......, Order on Reconsideration,
FCC 97-247, released July 10, 1997.

3 Although the Commission requires that USF support be assessed
in a competitively neutral manner, i.e., based on an
interstate carrier'S retail end user telecommunications
service revenues (para. 772), the recovery of this assessment
is not competitively neutral.
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(at 14-17), the Commission's current USF recovery mechanism does

not comply with this directive and should be reconsidered because

it inappropriately transfers the incumbent local exchange

carriers' ("ILECsl") USF obligation to other carriers and, most

fundamentally, it has an acute discriminatory impact on carriers

who enter the local service market through total service resale

("TSR") and who have no ability to deflect their USF obligations

to wholesale customers through access charges. As MCI (at 19)

confirms, because, under the Commission'S rules, ILECs can pass

through their universal service contributions to interexchange

carriers ("IXCs") and competitive local exchange carriers

("CLECs") entering a market using resale, IXCs and CLECs will pay

both their own contribution and that of the ILECs. This "skew[s]

the competitive playing field in favor of incumbent LECs, because

only they will be assured of recovery of these costs from their

customers. "4 Id.

Ad Hoc (at 7-9) underscores this result, stating that

"[b]y favoring one class of local carriers (the incumbents) over

another (new entrants), the Commission's decision to allow ILECs

to recover their universal service contributions through the

common line basket is inconsistent with the non-discrimination

requirement of Section 254(b) (4)"5 (see. al..s.o. TW Comm at 12), and

4

5

MCI Comments, filed August 18, 1997, in Access Charge Reform,
CC Docket 96-262, at 18-19 ("MCI Access Reform Comments"); .s.ee
also American Petroleum Institute Reply, filed August 18,
1997, in Access Charge Reform, CC Docket 96-262, at 5-6
("API") .

Ad Hoc (at 6 n.14) mistakenly believes that AT&T does not
support a national fund, both assessed against and recovered

(footnote continued on following page)
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with the Commission's "competitive neutrality" principle. MCI

Access Reform Comments at 18-19. As GCI (at 9) observes, "ILECs

should not be allowed to put the costs of their contribution to

the universal service fund back on interexchange carriers. II In

particular, commercial mobile radio service ("CMRS") and other

competitive providers will be competitively disadvantaged

because, while an ILEC can absorb double digit USF assessments

that it can pass on to others through access charges, CMRS

providers (like CLECs entering through TSR) will have to pass on

the assessment to end users. Comcast/Vanguard Petition at iv,

13.

The best "way to begin to address the competitive

impact of the universal service levy is to require that USF

contributions be an explicit line item on bills passed onto

customers. II Comcast/Vanguard at 6. This approach has broad

indeed, virtually unanimous support

BellSouth (at 7) correctly points out,

among the parties. As

"[a]n end user surcharge is the recovery mechanism that
is most consistent with the Act's requirement that
universal service support be made explicit. To the
extent that universal service contributions are
recovered through service rates, such as access
charges, then the very system of implicit support that
the Telecommunications Act intended to be displaced
will instead be perpetuated. Further, an end user
surcharge ensures competitive neutrality. All carriers
will recover their universal service contributions in

(footnote continued from previous page)

from interstate and intrastate revenues. see AT&T at 5-6 and
n.6. To the extent that AT&T suggests that the end user
surcharge should be assessed on the interstate bill that is
because, at least for now, the Commission decided to limit
recovery of federal USF support to interstate revenues. see
AT&T at 17 n.16.
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the same manner and therefore no carrier would be
advantaged or disadvantaged by factors such as
incumbency or size of customer base."

In a similar vein, GTE (at ii) notes that "express end user

surcharges . . . would ensure universal service is explicit and

predictable as required by the Act, avoid disadvantaging any

particular group of carriers, and avoid rate churn." Accord

Sprint at 7. By contrast, "[p]ermitting incumbent LECs to

effectively collect these monies from their IXC customers by

permitting them to be buried in access charges is an entirely new

implicit subsidy." MCI Access Reform Comments at 19. The

Commission should therefore revise the current recovery

mechanism.

In addition to curing the discriminatory effect of the

current recovery mechanism and ensuring competitive neutrality, a

retail surcharge offers numerous other benefits. As Ad Hoc (at

9) explains, an "explicit end user surcharge is preferable to a

system whereby universal service contributors can recover their

contributions through higher interstate rates because, among

other things, it would promote accountability." Equally

important, as a number of parties have shown in their comments in

this docket, "an explicit surcharge on all end users' bills will

create public pressure to keep overall subsidy levels reasonable

and to make each end user aware of his own share of the universal

service cost burden. End users ultimately pay for universal

service even if contributors simply pass through their

contributions in the form of higher rates; therefore, they have a

right to know, and an interest in knowing, how much they are

actually paying for universal service." Id. Moreover, as the
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Comcast/Vanguard (Petition at iv, 13) observes, an end user

surcharge would also moot allegations by customers that a

permissive pass-through of the USF support assessment somehow

constitutes an abrogation of fixed-price contracts between

carriers and their customers (Ad Hoc Petition at 2-10; API

Petition at 3-5) and "mitigate the potential damage to customer

relations." TRA at 4. It would likewise moot the issue of

whether the ILECs' USF assessments should be subject to price cap

reductions through the normal operation of the X-Factor

(productivity offset) in the price cap formula, an issue USTA

raised in its Access Reform, CC Docket No. 96-262,

Reconsideration Petition (at 5).

Indeed, given the overriding benefits of a mandatory

end user surcharge, it is not surprising to find that only one

party in this proceeding objects to its adoption. 6 RTC (at 3)

contends that" [n]either a mandatory end user surcharge nor a SLC

increase meets the requirements of the Act or complies with the

Joint Board recommendation outrightly rejecting a federally

prescribed end-user surcharge as a means for carriers to recover

or pass on universal service contributions. 1I RTC claims that the

"state Joint Board members rightly believed that state

commissions should have an important role in deciding if the

6 In its Access Reform Reply, CC Docket 96-262, API (at 4-6)
concurs with AT&T that allowing ILECs to recover their USF
assessment through the Common Line basket violates competitive
neutrality, but, like RTC here (and CPI in Docket 96-262),
contends that the Act does not authorize the Commission to
adopt a mandatory end user surcharge. see id., Competition
Policy Institute Partial Support and Partial Opposition to
Petitions for Reconsideration and Clarification, at 13.
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imposition of an end-user surcharge would render local rates

unaffordable." Id.

First, RTC incorrectly views a mandatory end user

surcharge as tantamount to a federally-prescribed local rate

increase, even if it applied to local services. As

Comcast/Vanguard (at 7) explains, the USF contribution is a

self-imposed industry tax, and, as such, it is no more a local

rate increase than if the federal excise or a state tax

applicable to telecommunications services were increased. A

mandatory end user surcharge ensures that each consumer pays his

or her fair share of universal service support. In all events,

at present, the Commission has decided to recover the federal USF

obligation from the interstate jurisdiction and hence a retail

surcharge would not impact local services, with the possible

exception of the subscriber line charge ("SLC"). If the

Commission decides to reconsider this aspect of its ruling (as

AT&T and many others have urged it should) and if RTC's concern

about affordability had any merit, a mandatory end user surcharge

could apply to all services other than local.

Second, RTC's contention (at 3), and the Joint Board's

finding, that a mandatory surcharge is prohibited -- by virtue of

the Act's provision that "carriers" must contribute to universal

service support -- are erroneous. Their reading of the Act

cannot be squared with the statutory command that universal

support should be "explicit." See Section 254(e). Moreover,

there is no escaping the fact that consumers will ultimately bear

the cost of universal service support, whether through carrier

rates or a separate line-item on the retail bill. See Ad Hoc at
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9; AirTouch at 11. As Bell Atlantic (at 10) correctly notes, the

"Commission has the right to impose end user surcharges, so long

as such surcharges are assessed [uniformly] on all end users and

the carriers collect and pay those charges into the fund. II

RTC's sole retort to the competitive imbalance under

the current regime as between ILECs and CLECs seeking to enter

the local service market through TSR is that the Commission

specifically chose end user revenue assessments to satisfy

competitive neutrality concerns and avoid double payment problems

for resellers. RTC misses AT&T's point entirely. The mandatory

end user surcharge would ensure that the FCC's retail revenue

assessment (which AT&T supports) is recovered by all carriers

from retail revenues. Under the current scheme, as AT&T has

explained (Petition at 4), the ILEC retail revenue assessment is

converted to a wholesale revenue recovery through access charges.

It is this aspect of the program that has a discriminatory impact

and violates competitive neutrality. Moreover, and contrary to

RTC's implication (at 5), a mandatory end user surcharge would

avoid any double payment problem because the tax would be

recovered exclusively on the retail bill. Resellers' strong

support (TRA at ii, 4) for an explicit end user surcharge

demonstrates that RTC is wrong.

Contrary to the Commission's concern (para. 853) (and

apparently RTC's) about maintaining carrier pricing flexibility,

the vigorous carrier support for a mandatory end user surcharge

belies the need for such flexibility for recovery of the USF
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tax.? Moreover, a mandatory end user surcharge would be

administratively simpler than the current method in that it

avoids unnecessary rate recalibration whenever a carrier's USF

support obligation changes. U S WEST Petition at 10; GTE at ii.

With a mandatory end user surcharge, there would be no

possibility whatsoever that access customers would bear the

burden of the ILECs' USF obligation (whereas CLECs providing

service through TSR would have no ability to deflect their USF

obligation through access charges) because each carrier's USF

obligation would be transferred directly to its end user

customers. A mandatory surcharge would thus solve the

competitive neutrality problem and have other salutary effects,

including administrative simplicity, accountability, visibility,

and avoid adverse impacts on customer-carrier relationships.

For these reasons and given the overwhelming support

for a mandatory end user surcharge (AT&T Petition at 6 n.8,

citing others; see also para. 853 n.2135), the Commission should

reconsider the mechanism for recovering USF support and adopt an

explicit, mandatory end user surcharge on all interstate retail

telecommunications service revenues "that is both based on and

reflected in the end user's retail bill." U S WEST Petition at

10. 8

?

8

see, ~, AT&T at 14-17; Bell Atlantic at 9-10; BellSouth at
7; Comcast/Vanguard at 6; GCI at 9; GTE at 3-4 (and n.11
citing others); Sprint at 7; TRA at 4; TW Comm at 12; MCI
Petition at 11-12; U S WEST Petition at 10; see also Ad Hoc at
6.

If the Commission does not adopt a mandatory end user
surcharge for USF recovery in this proceeding, it should, at a

(footnote continued on following page)
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Alternatively, if (for any reason) the Commission does

not adopt a mandatory end user surcharge, it should mitigate the

competitive disadvantage between ILECs and CLECs by creating a

new, separate interstate usage-sensitive access rate element in

the Common Line basket to recover the lLECs' USF support

obligation, beyond what could be recovered through the SLC. The

rate should be applied to lXCs along with their originating

interstate access charges, but it should not apply to interstate

calls that originate from end user customers served by CLECs

using TSR. Thus, lLECs would only be able to recover their USF

support obligation if they maintain their local service provider

status with the customer, and IXCs who enter the local service

market as CLECs using TSR, will no longer have to compensate

their lLEC competitors for their USF obligation. CLECs would

therefore no longer be competitively disadvantaged by being

forced to recover not only their own USF obligation but also the

lLEC USF flow-back. Only lXCs that enter the local exchange

market as CLECs would be able to avoid the USF rate, thereby

creating additional incentives for lXCs to compete in local

markets. By contrast, if the lLEC USF support obligation were to

remain embedded in its interstate access charges, then all lXCs

would derive the benefit of reduced access charges resulting from

(footnote continued from previous page)

minimum in the Access Reform proceeding, allow the ILEC flow­
back that is assigned to the Common Line basket to be
recovered from end users via the SLC to the extent that actual
SLC rates in a study area are below the SLC caps. see Access
Reform Order, para. 174; see AT&T Petition at 7 n.12; MCl
Petition at 7-8.
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some IXCs entering the local market. A new rate element, updated

through quarterly exogenous adjustments, would also ensure that

ILECe recover only that which they are required to contribute to

the support of universal service.9

'1'0 the extent and for the rl!!!a.sons stated above and in

AT~'S Petition and Opposition, the Commission should reconsider

its Universal Service Order to achieve a competitively neutral

regime that will sustain the new universal service program.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T CORP.

Room 324511
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge. New Jersey 07920
(908) 221-8984

Its Attorneys

September 3, 1997

see AT&T Opposition to Petitions for Reconsideration, filed
August 16, 1997, in Access Charge Refor.rn, CC Docket 96-262, at
17.

R=95%



Appendix A

UNIVERSAL SERVICE
PARTIES FILING OPPOSITIONS TO
PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

CC DOCKET 96-45

360° Communications Company ("360°")

Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee ("Ad Hoc")

AirTouch Communications, Inc. (" AirTouch")

State of Alaska ("Alaska State")

American Mobile Telecommunications Association ("AMrA")

AMSC Subsidiary Corporation ("AMSC")

Arch Communications Group ("Arch")

AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")

Bell Atlantic

BellSouth Corporation and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
("BellSouth" )

Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association ("CTIA")

Centennial Cellular Corp. ("Centennial")

Colorado Public Utilities Commission ("Colorado")

Comcast Cellular Communications, Inc. and Vanguard Cellular
Sys terns, Inc. (" Comcast/Vanguard" )

GE American Communications, Inc. ("GE Americom")

General Communications, Inc. ("GCI")

GTE Service Corporation ("GTE")

State of Hawaii ("Hawaii")

International Business Machines Corporation ("IBM")

Loral Space & Communications Ltd. ("Loral")

MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI")
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New Mexico Attorney General (IINM AG")

New York Clearing House Association, Master Card
International and VISA, U.S .A., Inc. ("NYCHA/
MasterCard/Visa")

PanAmSat Corporation (II PanAmSat")

Personal Communications Industry Association ("PCIA")

Rural Telephone Coalition ("RTC")

The Southern New England Telephone Company ("SNET")

Sprint Corp. ("Sprint")

TCA, Inc. - Telecommunications Consultants ("TCA")

Telecommunications Resellers Association ("TRA")

Time Warner Communications Holdings, Inc. ("TW Comm")

United States Catholic Conference, et al. ("USCC")

United States Telephone Association ("USTA")

U S WEST, Inc. ("U S WEST")

Virgin Island Telephone Corporation ("Vitelco")
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I, Viola J. Carlone, do hereby certify that on this

3rd day of September, 1997, a copy of the foregoing AT&T Reply to

Oppositions to its P~tition for Reconsideration was served by

u.s. first class mail, postage prepaid, to the parties listed on

the attaohed Service Li8t.
",

't!uJ.«., 9, (j;~, t-t?'-J(~
Viola J. Carlone

~j



The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St., NW - Rm. 814
Washington, DC 20554

SERVICE LIST
(CC Docket 96-45)

Tom Boasberg
Federal Communications Commission
Office of Chairman
1919 M St., NW, Rm. 814
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St., NW -- Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St., NW -- Rm. 832
Washington, DC 20554

David N. Baker, Commissioner
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

The Honorable Julia Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Commission
Gerald Gunter Bldg.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

The Honorable Sharon L. Nelson, Chairman
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

The Honorable Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol, 500 E. Capitol St.
Pierre, SO 57501-5070

Martha S. Hogerty
Public Counsel for the State of Missouri
P.O. Box 7800
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Paul E. Pederson, State Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Lisa Boehley
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Room 8605
Washington, DC 20554

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol, 500 E. Capitol St.
Pierre, SO 57501-5070

Deonne Bruning
Nebraska Public Utilities Commission
300 The Atrium
1200 N St.
P.O. Box 94927
Lincoln, NE 68509-4927

James Casserly
Federal Communications Commission
Office of Commissioner Ness
1919 M St., Rm. 832
Washington, DC 20554

Bryan Clopton
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8615
Washington, DC 20554

Rowland L. Curry
Texas Public Utility Commission
1701 N. Congress Avenue
Austin, TX 78701

Irene Flannery
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8922
Washington, DC 20554

Kathleen Franco
Federal Communications Commission
Office of Commissioner Chong
1919 M St., NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554



Emily Hoffnar
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8623

Washington, DC 20554

L. Charles Keller
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8918
Washington, DC 20554

Lori Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1016 W. Sixth Ave., Suite 400
Anchorage, AK 99501

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Diane Law
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Room 8920
Washington, DC 20554

Mark Long
Florida Public Service Commission
Gerald Gunter Bldg.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Robert Loube
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8914
Washington, DC 20554

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Bldg.
Des Moines, IA 50319

Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th St., NW - Suite 500
Washington, DC 20005
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Tejal Mehta
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M st, NW, Rm. 8625
Washington, DC 20554

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8916
Washington, DC 20554

Lee Palagyi
Washington Utilities & Transportation Commission
1300 S. Evergreen Park Dr., SW
Olympia, WA 98504

Kimberly Parker
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8609
Washington, DC 20554

Barry Payne
Indiana Office of the Consumer Counsel
100 N. Senate Ave., Rm. N501
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2208

Jeanine Poltronieri
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8924
Washington, DC 20554

James Bradford Ramsay
National Assn. of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
P.O. Box 684
Washington, DC 20044-0684

Brian Roberts
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94102

Gary Seigel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L St., NW, Suite 812
Washington, DC 20554

Richard Smith
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., Rm. 8605
Washington, DC 20554



Lori Wright
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M St., NW, Rm. 8603
Washington, DC 20554

Kevin Gallagher
3600 Communications Company
8725 W. Higgins road
Chicago, IL 60631

James S. Blaszak
Kevin S. DiLallo
Janine F. Goodman
Levine, Blaszak, Block &

Boothby, LLP
Suite 500
1300 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for
Ad Hoc
Telecommunications
Users Committee

Kathleen Q. Abernathy
David A. Gross
AirTouch Communications,

Inc.
1818 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Charles D. Cosson
Lynn Van Housen
AirTouch Communications,

Inc.
29th Floor
One California Street,
San Francisco, CA 94111

Robert M. Halperin
Crowell & Moring, LLP
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20004

Attorneys for the State of Alaska

Alan R. Shark
American Mobile

Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

Suite 250
1150 18th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
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Lon C. Levin
AMSC Subsidiary Corporation
10802 Park Ridge Boulevard
Reston, VA 22091

Bruce D. Jacobs
Glenn S. Richards
Stephen J. Berman
Fisher Wayland Cooper

Leader & Zaragoza LLP
Suite 400
2001 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20006

Attorneys for
AMSC Subsidiary Corp.

Paul H. Kuzia
Arch Communications Group, Inc.
Suite 250
1800 West Park Drive
Westborough, MA 01581

Lawrence W. Katz
Bell Atlantic
Eighth Floor
1320 North Court House Road
Arlington, VA 22201

M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
BeliSouth Corporation
BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Suite 1700
1155 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309

Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman
Cellular Telecommunications

Industry Association
Suite 200
1250 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Christopher W. Savage
Cole, Raywid & Braverman, LLP
Suite 200
1919 Pennsylvania, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Attorney for Centennial
Cellular Corp.



David A. Beckett
Colorado Public Utilities

Commission
5th Floor
1525 Sherman Street
Denver, CO 80203

Leonard J. Kennedy
Laura H. Phillips
Christopher D. Libertelli
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson,

PLLC
Suite 800
1200 New Hampshire Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for
Comcast Cellular
Communications, Inc.

Raymond G. Bender, Jr.
J. G. Harrington
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson,

PPLC
Suite 800
1200 New Hampshire Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for
Vanguard Cellular
Systems, Inc.

Kathy L. Shobert
General Communications, Inc.
Suite 900
901 15th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Philip V. Otero
GE American Communications, Inc.
Four Research Way
Princeton, NJ 08540

Peter A. Rohrbach
David L. Sieradzki
Cindy D. Jackson
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
555 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Attorneys for GE American
Communications, Inc.
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Gail Pol ivy
GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200
1850 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Richard McKenna HQE03J36
GTE Service Corporation
PO Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015

Herbert E. Marks
James M. Fink
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, LLP
PO Box 407
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20044

Attorneys for The State of Hawaii

Kathryn Matayoshi
Charles W. Totto
Department of Commerce

and Consumer Affairs
250 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

James S. Blaszak
Janine F. Goodman
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby
Suite 500
1300 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for International Business
Machines Corporation

Sue D. Blumenfeld
Michael G. Jones
Jennifer Desmond McCarthy
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
115521st Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for Loral Space
Communications, Ltd.

Mary J. Sisak
Mary L. Brown
MCI Telecommunications

Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006



Tom Udall
New Mexico Attorney General
Richard Weiner
Assistant Attorney General
PO Drawer 1508
Santa Fe, NM 87504-1508

Henry D. Levine
Laura F.H. McDonald
Levine, Blaszak, Block

and Boothby, LLP
1300 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington. DC 20036

Attorneys for NYCHA, MasterCard
and VISA

Daniel S. Goldberg
W. Kenneth Ferree
Goldberg, Godles. Wiener &

Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for PanAmSat Corporation

Mark J. Golden
Robert L. Hoggarth
Angela E. Giancarlo
Personal Communications

Industry Association
Suite 700
500 Montgomery Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

Margot Smiley Humphrey
Koteen & Naftalin, LLP
Suite 1000
1150 Connecticut Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for The Rural
Telephone Coalition (NRTA)

David Cosson
L. Marie Guillory
2626 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20037

Attorneys for The Rural
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